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photographic celeste, ou on produit des centaines de cliches de 
memo nature, il importe de connaitre le veritable degre d’approxi^ 
mation avec lequel on peut tirer d’une de ces plaques les 
coordonnees des astres photographies. Cette enquete si n^cessaire 
est, heureusement, quoi qu’en pense M. Plummer, trks facile k 
r^aliser ; il suffit en suivant a peu prks la voie indiqu^e d’^tudier 
tout au plus deux ou trois cliches pour se rendre compte de 
Tinfluence num&ique de chacune des diverses causes d’inexactitude 
mentionn6es et dont l’ensemble altkre les coordonnees conclues. 
Selon la constitution des cliches on trouvera, bien entendu, des 
valeurs differentes pour les erreurs probables correspondantes, 
mais on vtSrifiera toujours sans peine la realite des sources qui 
les ont fait naitre. 

En utilisant les donnees fournies dans mon premier memoire, 
circ. n° 8, M. Plummor a fourni, d ; apr&s son procede, une apprecia¬ 
tion de Terreur probable d’une ordonnee mesuree dans deux orien¬ 
tations. Il trouve ainsi {Monthly Notices , vol. lxi. p. 627) iho'^obo. 
En presentant un tel resultat M. Plummer a omis de tenir 
compte de tout un ensemble de causes physiques dont la valeur 
numerique est maintenant connue. L’erreur reelle dans le cas 
consider (cliche P, 3 images, 2 pointes, 2 orientations) est 
ito ,// io, et encore ce nombre ne s’applique qu’aux images pr^ce- 
dant d’une grandeur la limite de visibility. M. Plummer suit 
dans ce cas les memes errements que les astronomes qui, durant 
une partie notable *du si^cle ecouie, ont calcuie des erreurs pro¬ 
bables tellement en desaccord avec la realite qu’ils ont failli 
compromettre Implication de la belle methode des moindres 
carr^s. 

Il m’a paru necessaire de repondre aux critiques de M. 
Plummer, critiques qui pouvaient influencer l’appreciation des 
lecteurs peu familiers avec les etudes speciales dont il est ques¬ 
tion. Maisje ne continuerai plus une poiemique qui me parait 
desormais depourvue de toute utilite. 


On the Accuracy of Photographic Measures . Third Note : Reply 
to M Loewy. By H. C. Plummer, M.A. 

By the courtesy of the Secretaries I have been permitted to 
see the preceding paper in proof, and it may be convenient to 
have my reply at once. 

In one thing at least I am in the heartiest agreement with 
M. Loewy. It would be quite unprofitable to prolong the 
present controversy. I shall therefore not be misunderstood if 
I do not discuss the specific points to which M. Loewy refers. 

With the advantage of having read M. Loewy’s reply, I 
should have been glad to take the opportunity to revise my 
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former notes. But after a most careful comparison of his paper, 
paragraph by paragraph, with what I have already published, I 
cannot admit that he has shown my conclusions to be faulty. I 
naturally hope that anyone who has the leisure to examine both 
M. Loewy’s paper and my own with the same attention will 
arrive at the same opinion. In particular, as regards §§14 and 
12 of my second note, to the consideration of which M. Loewy 
devotes fully one-half of his reply, I am perfectly willing that 
my words should stand as they were written. 

Fortunately, with one exception, M. Loewy raises no ques¬ 
tion as to my facts or my figures. It is from the inferences 
based thereon that he dissents. The inferences must be left to 
speak for themselves. The one question of fact may be ex¬ 
amined. I stated, subject to correction by M. Loewy, that the 
complicated formulae and very important conclusions of his first 
two memoirs were based on the evidence of a single plate. He 
now gives a list of four plates. But the first two, if they can 
be identified by their dates, were devoted to the study of the 
influence of trails. The results of this research form the subject 
of two distinct papers, and really lie outside the limits of the 
discussion, though they receive passing mention in the second of 
the two memoirs in question ( Circulaire , No. 9, p. 32). More¬ 
over, the fourth plate is only introduced in the third memoir. 
Thus M. Loewy only confirms me in my belief that too much 
weight was attached to the evidence of the single plate P. 

I am sure that it was far from M. Loewy’s intention to do 
any injustice to my views. Yet I confess that I should have 
been better satisfied had he in some instances quoted my actual 
words. Thus I have looked in vain for the “ negations pures et 
simples” (p. 11) to which the passage which follows can be 
applied. And similarly, if he had quoted the terms of my re¬ 
ference to the method of measuring in one orientation, the 
reader would have been enabled to judge for himself whether I 
. had necessarily overlooked the other side of an important 

{ question. 

/ In conclusion, I venture to reaffirm the limitations which I 

{ have imposed on myself throughout this discussion, and which 

ought not to be lost from view. Both my former notes were 
confined to a consideration of the accuracy of the measures of 
photographic images, and were not concerned with the accuracy 
of the positions of the images themselves# 
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